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REMARKS 

Claims 1-51 wei.« filed. Claims 27-51 have boon withdrawn 
from consideration as a result o£ a restriction requirement.. 
Claims 1-26 were provisionally rejected under double patenting 
doctrine. Claims 1-4, 10 and 17 were rejected under 
35 U.S.C. § 102. Claims 5-9, 11-16 and -iH-^b were rejected 
under 35 U.O.C. § 103. Claims 27-S1 have been canceled. 
Claims 52-72 have been added. Reconsideration and allowance of 
Claims 1-26, and allowance of Claims 52-72, is requested. 

Rejection of claims unQ gr DoublH FftiLtjiiLinci doctrine 

Tn the Office Action, Claims 1-4, 10 and 17 were 
provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over 
Claims 1 and 22 of U.S. Patent Application Serial no. 10/448,255 
Regarding Claim 1 of the instant application, the Office 

Action stated: 

[Cjlaim 1, which depends on claim 22, of #255 teach a 
method comprising the steps of: evaluating data 
regarding the content of the visual recording and/or 
data regarding the manner in which the visual recording 
was obtained (e.g., see claiiiia 1 and 22 o£ §255). 

.sf-lecting one or more clips of the visual recording to 
be included in a summary of the visual recording, based 
on the evaluation, wherein the selected clips of the 
visual recuiding comprise less than all of the visual 
recording, and wherein the step of selecting and/or the 
step of evaluating are performed, at least in part, 
automatically (e.g. see claim l and 22 of #255); 
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However, }¥255 fails to teach discarding parts of the 
visual recording not included in the visual recording 
summary so that the discarded parts of the visual 
recording are no longer stored on a data storage 
mediujiu Crcine et jal teach diacarding parte of th© 
visual recording not included in the visual recording 
summary so that the discarded parts of the visual 
recording are no longer stored on a data storage medium 
(e.g. e.g. column 10, lines 56-67, and column 11, 
lines 9-18, the synthcoiscd clips which are not in used 
by the new edit list are deleted). It v/ouid have been 
obvious to one ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of 
Crane et al into the teaching of ^255 to improve the 
memory usage efficiency. 

Claim 1 of U.S. Patent Application Serial No. 10/448^255 has 
been amended, in a Response to Office Action dated June 10, 2008, 
to recite ; 

A method for creatiuy d tfummcix-y of » visual 
recording^ comprising the steps of: 

selectinQ one or more segments of the visual 
recording , wherein : 

the selected segment or segments of the 
visual recording comprise less than all of 
the visual recording; and 

the step of selecting one or more 
segments of the visual recording comprises 

the steps of; 

evaluating the visual rp.nording 
data of the visual recording, wherein 
the step of evaluating comprises the 
step of identifying canCidaL« visual 
images in the visual recording; and 

.qf^lf>nting the one or more segments 
of the visual recording, based on the 
evaluation of the visual recording data, 
wherein the step ^f selecting comprises 
the steps of: 

selecting one or more of the 
candidate visual images from the 
visual recording; and 

identifying one or more 
segments of the visual recording 
that have a specified relationship 
to one or more of the selected 
visual images; and 
accociating audio content with the .saI ftnted 
segment or segments of the visual recording in 
accordance with one or more characteristics of the 
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visual recording and/or one or more 
characteristics of the au<3io contetit, wbPirein: 
the audio content is not part of the 
visual recording; and 

tne step of associating is perfonuBd 
automatically . 

Claim 22 of U-S. Patent Application Serial No. 10/448,255 
has been amended, in a Kesponse to Office Action ddLed 
June 10, 2008 r to recite: 

A method for creating a summary of a visual 
recording, comprisin.y Lhe sLeps of: 

selecting one or more segments of the visual 
recording, wherein: 

the selected segment or segments of the 
visual recording comprise less than all of 
the visual recording; and 

the step of selecting one or more 
segments of the visual recording comprises 
the steps of: . 

evaluating the visual recording 
data of ©ach of a plurality of sftgm^nts 
of the visual recording; and 

selecting the one or more segments 
of the visual recording, based on the 
evaluation of the visual recording data 
of each r»f the plurality of segments; 
and 

associating audio content with the selected 
segment or segniKnta of Lhe visual recording in 
accordance with one or more characteristics of the 
visual recording and/or one or more 
characteristics of the audio content, wherein: 
the audio content is not part of the 
visual recording; and 

the step of associating is performed 
automatically - 

Claim 1 of the instant application recites: 

A method for editing a visual recording stored on 
a data storage medium, comprising the steps of: 

evaluating data regarding the content of the 
visual recording and/or data regarding the manner 
in which the visual rpnording was obtained; 

selecting one or more clips of the visual 
recording to be included in a summary of the 
visual recording, hased on the evaluation, wherein 
the selected clips of the visual recording 
comprise less than all of the visual recording, 
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and wherein the step of selecting and/or the step 
of evaluating are performed, at least in part^ 
automatically; and 

discarding parts of the visual recording not 
included in the visual recording suttimary flh that 
the discarded parts of the visual recording are no 
longer stored on a data storage medium. 

As acknowledged in the Office Action, neither Claim 1 nor 

Claim 22 of U.S. Patent Application Serial No. 10/448,255 recites 

the step of discarding recited in Claim 1 of Uie instant 

application. However, the Office Action contends that the step 

of discarding recited in Claim 1 of the instant application is 

taught by Crane et al. and that it would have been obvious to 

combine that teaching with the method recited in Claim 1 or the 

mtiLhud recited in Claim 22 o£ U.S. Pcxtont Application Serial 

No. 10/448,255 to produce the method of Claim 1 of the instant 

application* As explained in more detail below with respect to 

the rejection of Claim 1 of the instant application 

under 35 U.S.C- § 102 as being anticipated by Crane et Crane 

et al. do not teach nr makft obvious such Step of discarding (and 

that is so whether considered with, or without, the steps of the 

method recited in Claim 1 or the method recited in Claim 22 of 

U.S. Patent Application Serial No. 10/448,255). Consequently, 

the obviousness-type double patenting rejection of Claim 1 o£ the 

instant application over either Claim 1 or Claim 22 of U.S. 

Patent Application Serial No. 10/448,255 is improper - 

In the Office Action, Claims 11, 16 and 19 were rejected 

under the judicially created doctrine of obvlousnesK^-type duuble 

patenting as being unpat-.t^nhable over Claims 1 and 22 of U.S. 

Patent Application Serial No. 10/448,255 in view of Crane et al > 
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(U.S. Patent No. 6,201,924) and Dimitrova et al. (U.S. Patent 
Application Publication No. 2004/0085340). 

Claims 11, 16 cind 19 e«ich depend indirectly on Claim 1 and 
hhRrefore include the limitations of that claim. As discussed 
above, Crane et al. do not teach or make obvious the step of 
discarding recited in Claim 1 , alone or in combination with 
Claim 1 or Claim 22 of U.S. Patent Application Serial 
No. 10/448^255. It has not been contended that Dimitrova et al. 
teach or make obvious, alone or in combination with the teaching 
of Crane et al. and Claim 1 or Claim 22 of U.S. Patent 
Application Serial No. 10/448,255, the step of discarding not 
taught or maCe obvious by the Leacliinci of Crane et al. and 
naim 1 or Claim 22 of U,S- Patent Application Serial 
No. 10/448,255, and it appears that Dimitrova et al. do not. 
Thus, Claims 11, 16 and 19 are allowable over the combined 
teaching of Crane et al., Claim 1 or Claim 22 of U,S. Patent 
Application Serial No. 10/448,255, and Dimitrova al . 

In the Office Action, Claims 13, 18 and 20-22 were rejected 
under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness^type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over Claims 1 and 22 of U.S- 
Patent Application Serial No. 10/448,255 in view o£ Crane et al . 
(TKS. Patent No, 6,201,924) and Cabasson et al. (U-S. Patent 
NO, 6,956,904). 

Claims 13, 18 and 20-22 each depend indirectly on Claim 1 
and therefore include the limitations of that claim. As 
discussed above. Crane et al * do not teach or maW<? nhviou.^ the 
step of discarding recited in claim 1 , alone or in combination 
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with Claim 1 or Claim 22 of U.S. Patent Application Serial 

NO. 10/448,255. It ba-s not been contended that Cabasson et al. 

teach or make obviouss, alone or in combination with the teaching 

of Crane et al. and Claim 1 or Claim 22 of U.S. Patent 

Application Serial No. 10/448,255, the step of discarding not 

taught or made obvious by the teaching of Crane et al . and 

Claim 1 or Claim 22 of U.S. Patent Application Serial 

Ho. 10/448,255, and it appears that Cabasson et - flr> not. 

Thus, Claims 13, 18 and 20-22 are allowable over the combined 

teaching of Crane et al.. Claim 1 or Claim 22 of U.S. Patent 

Application Serial No. 10/448,255, and Cabasson et al. 

In the office Action, Claim 7 wcia j.ejected under the 
judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting 
as being unpatentable over Claims 1 and 22 of U.S. Patent 
Application Serial No. 10/448,255 in view of Crane et al. (U.S. 
Patent No. 6, 201 , 924) and Hua et al. (U.S. Patent No. 1 , 1 '^i , ^ 'zo) . 

Claim 7 depends indirectly on Claim 1 and fr.hp.rp.f ore includes 
the limitations of that claim. As discussed above. Crane et al. 
do not teach or make obvious the step of discarding recited in 
Claim 1, alone or in combination with Claim 1 or Claim 22 of U.S. 
Patent Application serial No. 10/448,255. It has not been 
r.ontended that Hua et al . teach or make obvious, alone or in 
combination with the teaching of Crane et al- and Claim 1 or 
Claim 22 of U.S. Patent Application Serial No. 10/448,255, the 
step o£ discarding not taught or made obvious by the teaching of 
Crane et al. and Claim 1 or Claim 22 of U.S. Patent Applination 
Serial No. 10/448,255, and it appears that Hua et al. do not. 
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Thus, Claim 7 is allowable over the combined teaching of Crane et 
al./ Claim 1 or Claim 22 of U.S. Patent Application Serial 
NO. 10/448,255, diid Hua et al. 

In the Office Action, Claims 12 and 14 were rejected under 
the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over Claims 1 and 22 of U-S. 
Patent Application Serial No. 10/448,255 in view of urane et al. 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,201,924) and Nakamura et al. (U.S, Pat^^nt 
Application Publication No, 2003/0187919). 

Claims 12 and 14 each depend indirectly on Claim 1 and 
therefore include the limitations of that claim. As discussed 
above, Crane et al. do not teach or makts ubvious the step of 
aiftr.ArdSng recited in Claim 1, alone or in combination with 
Claim 1 or Claim 22 of U.S. Patent Application Serial 
No. 10/448,255, It has not been contended that Nakamura et al. 
teach or make obvious , alone or in combination with the teaching 
of Crane et al . and Claim 1 or Claim 22 of U.S. Patent 
Application Serial No. 10/448,255, the step of discarding not 
taught or made obvious by the teaching of Crane et al. and 
Claim 1 or Claim 22 of U.S. Patent Application Serial 
No. 10/44b,2bb, and it appeaxs that NcikamuJ-a al. do not* 
Thu«, Claims 12 and 14 are allowable over the combined teaching 
of Crane et al., Claim 1 or Claim 22 of U.S. Patent Application 
Serial No. 10/448,255, and Nakamura et al. 

In the Office Action, Claims 5, 6, 8, 9, 18 and 25 were 
rejected under the judicially created doctrine o£ obviousn*=^ Re- 
type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1 and 22 
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Of U.S- Patent Application Serial No. 10/448,255 in view of Crane 
Gt al- (U.S. Patent No. 6,201 ,924) ancJ Shimazaki et al. (U-S. 
PttteiiL Nu. 6,160,950). 

Claims 5, 6, 8, 9, 18 and 25 each depend, directly or 
indirectly, on Claim 1 and therefore include the limitations of 
that claim. As discussed above, Crane et al . do not teach or 
make obvious the step of discarding recited in ulaim i , alone or 
in combination with Claim 1 or Claim 22 of U-S. Pat(=^nt 
Application Serial No, 10/448,255. It has not been contended 
that Shimazaki et al . teach or make obvious, alone or in 
combination with the teaching of Crane et al- and Claim 1 or 
Claim 22 of U.S. Patent ApplluciLion Serial No. 10/448,255, the 
step of discarding not tauqht or made obvious by the teaching of 
Crane et al. and Claim 1 or Claim 22 of U.S, Patent Application 
Serial No, 10/448,255, and it appears that Shimazaki et al. do 
not. Thus, Claims 5, 6, 8, 9, IB and 25 are allowable over the 
combined teaching of Cran© et al,, Claim 1 or Claim 22 of U-S, 
Patent Application Serial No. 10/448,255, and Shimazaki et al. 

In the Office Action, Claim 23 were rejected under the 
judicially created doctrine of obviousness-'type double patenting 
as being unpatentable over cittimy 1 and 22 of u.s* Patent 
Application Serial No* 10/448,255 in view of Crane et al. (U.S. 
Patent No. 5,201,924) and Nishi et al. (U.S. Patent 
No. 6, 681 , 395) . 

Claim 23. depends directly on Claim 1 and therefore includes 
the limitations of that claim. As discussed above, Cr^^npi p.t al. 
do not teach or make obvious the step of discarding recited in 
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Claim 1, alone ox: in combination with Claim 1 or Claim 22 of U.S. 
Patent Application Serial No. 10/448,255. It has not been 
contended thciL Nishi et al. teach or make obvious, alone or in 
nombination with the teaching of Crane et al. and Claim 1 or 
Claim 22 of U.S. Patent Application Serial No. 10/448,255, the 
step of discarding not taught or made obvious by the teaching of 
Crane et al. and Claim 1 or Claim 22 of U.S. Patent Application 
Serial No. 10/448,255, and it appears th?>h Nishi et al. do not. 
Thus, Claim 23 is allowable over the combined teaching of Crane 
et al., Claim 1 or Claim 22 of U.S. Patent Application Serial 
No. 10/448,255, and Nishi et al. 

in the Office Action, Claim 24 were rejected under th© 
judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting 
as being unpatentable over Claims 1 and 22 of U.S. Patent 
Application Serial No. 10/448,255 in view of Crane et al. (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,201,924), Nishi et al. (U.S. Patent wo. 6,681,395) 
and Shimasaki et al . (U.S. Patent No. 6,160,950). 

Claim 24 depends indirectly on Claim 1 and therefore 
includes the limitations of that claim. As discussed above. 
Crane et al. do not teadh or make obvious the step of discarding 
recited in Claim 1 , alone or in combination with Cliaim 1 or Claii 
22 of U.S. Patent Application Serial No. 10/448,255. It has not 
been contended that Nishi et al . and/or Shimazaki et al. teach o 
make obvious, alone, together or in any combination with the 
teaching of Crane et al. and Claim 1 or Claim li of u.a. patent 
Application Serial No. 10/448,25 5, th© step of discarding not 
taught or made obvious by the teaching of Crane et al. and 
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Claim 1 or Claim 22 of U.S. Patent Application Serial 
WO. 10/448,255, and it appears that they do not. Thus, Claim 24 
la alluwdble over the combined teaching of Crane ®t si., niaim 1 
or Claim 22 of U.S. Patent Application Serial No. 10/448,255, 
Nishi et al. and Shitnazaki et al. 

in the Office Action, Claim 15 were rejected under the 
judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type aouble patenting 
ac boing unpatentable over Claims 1 and 22 of U.S. Patent 
Application Serial No. 10/448,255 in view of Crane et al. (U.S. 
Patent NO. 6,201,924) and Dimltrova et al. (U.S. Patent 
No. 6,100,941). 

Claim. 15 depeiias indirectly on Claim 1 and thorefore 
includes the limitations of that claim. As discussed above. 
Crane et al. do not teach or make obvious the step of discarding 
recited in Claim 1 , alone or in combination with Claim 1 or Claim 
22 of U.S. Patent Application Serial No. 10/448,255. IL has not 
been Gontenaed that Dirnitrnva et al . teach or make obvious, alone 
or in combination with the teaching of Crane et al. and Claim 1 
or Claim 22 of U.S. Patent Application Serial No. 10/448,255, the 
step of discarding not taught or made obvious by the teaching of 
crane et al. and Claim 1 or claim 22 of U-S. Patent Application 
Serial No. 10/448,255, and it appears that Dimitrova et al. do 
not. Thus, Claim 15 is allowable over the combined teaching of 
Crane et al . , Claim 1 or Claim 22 of U.S. Patent Application 
Serial No. 10/448,255, and Dimitrova et al. 
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In the Office Action, Claim 26 were rejected under the 
judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting 
as being unpatentable ovex. Claims 1 and 22 of U.S. Totont 
Application Serial No. 10/448,255 in view of Crane et al. (U.S. 
Patent NO. 6,201,924) and the taking of Official Notice. 

Claim 26 depends directly on Claim 1 and therefore includes 
the limitations of that claim. As discussed above, crane et al. 
do not teach or make obvioufl the step of discarding i-ec-i ted in 
Claim 1, alone or in combination with Claim 1 or Claim 22 of U.S. 
Patent Application Serial No. 10/448,255. It has not been 
contended that the taking of Official Notice teaches or makes 
obvious, alone ox in combination with the L«ciching of Crane et 
al. and Claim 1 or Claim 22 of U.S. Patent Application Serial 
No. 10/448,255, the step of discarding not taught or made obvious 
by the teaching of Crane et al. and Claim 1 or Claim 22 of U.S. 
Patent Application Serial No. 10/448,255, and it appears that it 
does not. Thus, Claim 26 is allowable over the cotnh-ined teaching 
of Crane et al., Claim 1 or Claim 22 of U.S. Patent Application 
Serial No. 10/448,255, and the taking of Official Notice. 

In view of the foregoing, withdrawal of the double patenting 
rejection of claims 1-26 is requested. 

Rejection of Claim s under 35 U.S.C. ^ 1Q2 

In the Office Action, Claims 1-4, 10 and 17 were rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. § 102 as being anticipated by Crane et al. (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,201,924). 
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Regarding Claim 1, the Office Action stated! 

Crane et al teach a method for editing a visual 
recording stored on a data storage medium (e,g. 
column 2, lines 23 57, editing is done on the disk), 
comprising the steps of: * 

evaluating data regarding the content of the visual 
recording and/or data regarding the manner in which the 
visual recording was obtained (e-g. e.g. column 10, lines 
50-67, and column 11, lines 9-18, Mini manager 112 keeps 
track of which of the synthesized clips are in use at a 
given time and delete them when appropriate corresponds to 
'^evaluating data**; and clips from the original source taye ^ 
and synthesized corresponds to "data regarding the manner m 
which the visual reco-rri-ing was obtained"); 

selecting one or more clips of the visual recording to 
be included in a summary of the visual recording, based on 
the evaluation, wherein the sBlecLtiO (jllps of the visual 
recording comprise less than all of the visual recording, 
an^^ whftrip.in the step of selectinq and/or the step of 
evaluating are performed, at least in part, automatically 
(e.g. column 10, lines 56-67, and column 11, lines 5-18, 
crane et al tetiuU "edit decision list'*, in column ^, lin«s 
45-48; is a event video indicated by the begin and end time 
codes and the edit decision list is considered by the 
examiner as a visual recording summary); and 

discarding parts of the visual recording not included 
in the visual recording summary so that the rl-l snarded parts 
of the visual recording are no longer stored on a data 
storage medium (e.g. e.g. column 10, lines 56-67, and 
column 11, lines 9-18, the synthesized clips which are xiut 
in used by the new edit list are deleted) - 

Claim 1 recites: 

A method for editing di vlwual recording stored on 
a data storage medium, comprising the steps of: 

ev?5l Dating data regardinq the content of the 
visual recording and/or data regarding the manner 
in which the visual recording was obtained; 

selec;Llng one or more clips of the visual 
recording to be included in a summary of the 
visual recording, based on the evaluation, wherein 
the selected clips of the visual recording 
comprise less than all of the- visual recording, 
and wherein the step of ocleoting and/or the step 
of evaluating are performed, at least in part, 
automatically; and 

discarding parts of the visual recording not 
included in the visual recording summary so that 
tho discarded parts of the vi sual recording are no 
longer stored on a data storage medium. 
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As stated at page 1, lines 7-10 of Applicants' 

specification^ "[t]his invention relates to automatically 

editing a visual recording to eliminaLe uuntenL that is of 

unacceptably low qu^^lity and/or very little or no interest.'* As 

further stated at page 5, line 15 to page 6, line 11 of 

Applicants' specification (emphasis added): 

[lit can be desirable to create a summary of a home 
video (or other visual recording). For instance, 

it mciy be desired to create gl vioual rocording summary 
including only segments of the original, full-length 
visual recording that are deemed to be of particular 
interest, i.e., create a "highlights" visual recording. 
... However, it can also be desirable to edit a visual 
recording to produce a visual recording snmrnary of 
another type* For example^ it may be desired to 
eliminate parts of the visual recording that are deemed 
to be of unacceptably low quality and/or very little ul 
no interest, such as parts of the visual recording 
including blurrinp.Rs, aliasing effects, poor contrast, 
poor exposure and/or little or no content (e-g.< blank 
images). Creation of a visual recording of that type 
can require a dirierent approach thon that uocd to 
create a "highlights" visual recording summary. In 
nrirt-i cnlar . if it i s desir ed to permanently d iscard 
parts of the visual recording determined to be of 
unacceotablv low quality and/or very little or no 
interefciL, it is of the utmoat im portance to ensure that 
such determinations are accurate. 

As further stated at page 6, lines 12-2y of Applicants* 

specification {emphasis added) : 

The invention can enable automatic generation of a high 
quality summary of a lengthy visual recording (e.g-/ 
consumer video footage). The output produced by the 
invention is a o^ os;^. ;qpproximation to what a consumer 
would generate if they spent several hours 
painstakingly hand-editing a digitized visual 
recording. in particular, the Invention can be used to 
automatically edit a visual recording in a manner that 
creates a summary of the visual recording in which only 
content that is of unacceptably low quality and/or very 
little or no interest (e.g., excessively blurry or 
saturated visual images, static imago© / loss-of-video- 
signal images), is eliminated, thereby enabling the 
original unsummarized visual ren ordina to be discarded. 
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if desired . Typically, this will result in a visual 
rennrding summary that includes most of the content of 
the original unsummarized visual recording, i.e., the 
duration of the visual recording summary is greater 
than 50% (e.g., 75% or more) o£ tho duration o* the 
original unsummarized visual recording. ... 

Finally, as further stated at page 7, lines 16-35 of Applicants' 
atxscirication (emphasis added): 

According to one aspect of the invention, a visual 
recording stored on a data storage medium can Oe edited 
by selecting one or more clips of the visual recording 
to be included in a summary of thft visual recording, 
based on an evaluation of data regarding the content of 
the visual recording and/or data regarding the manner 
in which the visual recording was obtained (the 
evaluation of data and/or the selection of clip(s) 
b^*ing p«=^rf ormfid , at least in part, automatically), and 
discarding parts of the visual recording not included 
in the visual recording summary so that the discarded 
parts of the visual i^uording o-re no longer stored on a 
data storage medium. a particular ad vantage of this 
flppent of the invention is tha t the . original 
unsummarized vistial recor ding can be discarded with 
1 1 thi R or nn loss of visual r««»r!r>rdinQ content Of 
intftT-eah. The summnrv of f.he visual recording Ttj-qm rftR 
less data storage caP^'n^itv to p tnre. can be viewed more, 
mi-i r.klv and can provide a more e niovable viewiB.g 
p.xn"p>riencA (.since n nntent of little or no interest has 
been discarded) than the ori ginal unsummarized visual 
recording.. 

It is this aspect of the invention which the method of Claim 1 
embodies . 

As explained further below. Crane neither teaches nor makes 
obvious the following aapeoL& of the method recited in Claim 1 
(emphasis added): 1) "evaluating data regarding the content of 
Tal visual recording and/or data regarding the manner in w^^ffh 
the visual recording ^^as obtained : [and] selecting one or more 
clips of the visual recording to be included in a summary of the 
visual recording, based on the evaluation, ... wherein the step 
of selecting and/or the step of evaluating are performed, at 
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least in part, automatically/ * and 2) "discarding parts of the 
visual recording not included in the visual recording summary so 
that the discarded parts of the visual rQcording are no longer 
stored on a data storage medium .*' 

Crane et al- teach, in the Abstract of the Crane et al. 
patent : 

A disk-assisted system for editing video tapes. Source 
material from video tapes is logged onto random access 
storage such as a hard di«;k drive .... Ry /^of twi^^rp 
control, material is cached back and forth between the 
computer disk and the video tape. Thus editing is 
accampliahed <:uid ciii edit decitsioii list constructed for 
compilation of the fin-al video production- This 
provides the advantage of fast access time for editing 
of the material which is on the disk while allowing 
actual physical editing at the end of the project of 
the actual video tape material* The processes o£ 
logging the material onto the disk and editing the 
final tape are performed automatically . 

The edit decision list is used to produce an edited recording on 

a videotape. (see, e.g., column 4, lines 17-20 of the Crane et al. 

patent ) . 

The Officft Action contends that the steps of "evaluating 
data regarding the content of [a] visual recording and/or data 
regarding the manner in which the visual recording was obtained; 
[and] selecting one or more clips of the visual recording to be 
included in a summary of the visual recording, based on the 
evaluation, , . , wherein the step of selecting and/or the step of 
evaluating are performed, at least in part, automatically" 
recited in Claim 1 are taught by Crane et al. at column 10, 
lines 56-67; column 11, lines y-lb; and column 4, lines 45-48 of 
the Crane et al. patent, stating that *'Mini managAr 112 kp.pps 
track of which of the synthesized clips are in use at a given 
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time and delete them when appropriate corresponds to ^evaluating 
data'; and clips from the original source tape and synthesized 
corresponds to "data leyajtding the manner in which the visual 
recorcHno was obtained';" and that "Crane et al teach ^edit 
decision list', in column 4, lines 45-48, is a event video 
indicated by the begin and end time codes and the edit decision 
list is considered by the examiner as a visual recording 
summary." Applicants note first that the Office Action has nnh 
contended that the parts of the Crane et al. patent cited in the 
Office Action teach "evaluating data regarding the content of [a] 
visual recording," as recited in Claim 1, and they do not. 
Further, "clips trom the original source tape and synthesized 
[clips]" r.annot be "data regarding the manner in which [a] visual 
recording was obtained, as recited in Claim 1; they are, instead, 
the data of the visual recording. Some examples of data 
regarding the manner in which a visual recording is obtained are 
dato i-egarding the camera hints criteria (operational 
parameterCs) of a visual recording apparatus used to obtain a 
visual recording) described at page 36, line 21 to page 38, 
line 24 of Applicants' specification, which include use of a 
"snapshot" button, and zooming or motion (i.e., pan, tilt, 
rotatinn) of a visual recording apparatus during recording. 
Original source clips or clips synthesized from source clips are 
not data regarding the manner in which a visual recording was 
obtained; they are (or are created from) the visual recording 
data itself. Consequently, tho parts of the Crane ©t al. patent 
cited in the Office Action do not teach "evaluating data 
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regarding the content of [a] visual recording and/or data 

regarding the manner in which the visual recording was obtained; 

[and] selecting one ox more clips of the visual recording to bo 

included 1n a ssummary of the visual recording, based on the 

evaluation," as recited in Claim 1. Nor do Crane et al. teach 

such steps elsewhere in the Crane et al - patent. Moreover, Crane 

et al. do not teach that the selection o£ clips for inclusion in 

an edited recording is done automatically, but, instead, that 

"[a] user (i.e., editor) selects the clip to be copied from tape 

to disk" (see column 7, lines 8-9 of the Crane et al . patent). 

The steps of evaluating and selecting recited in Claim 1 are also 

not obvious in view o£ tne teaching of Crane et d,l., since, those 

steps would not be useful in serving the purpose of the Crane et 

al. invention, which is to facilitate the video editing process 

(see, e.g., column 2, lines 10-19 of the Crane et al. patent). 

The Office Action contends that the step of "discarding 

parts of [a] visual recording not included in [a] visual 

recording summary so that the discarded parts of the visual 

recording are no longer stored on a data storage medium" recited 

in Claim 1 is also taught by Crane et al. at column, 10, lines 56- 

67 and column 11, lines 9-18 of the Crane eL al. patent, stating 

that "tbe synthesized clips which are not in used by the new edit 

list are deleted." Crane et al. teach, at column 10, line 56 to 

column 11, line 17 of the Crane et al. patent (emphasis added): 

The Mini Manager 112 keeps track of which clips are qr 
disk and how to find them. There are two types of 
clips on disk: (1) the- original source tap© and the 
start and end timecodes on source tape and ( 2 ) the 
clips that are synthesized for a given transition 
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between a disk-based clip and another object. The Mini 
Manager 112 ?»lso keeps track of which of these 
synthesized clips are in use at a given tine and delete 
them when appropriate. For example, synthesized clips 
should all be deleted when the ci.t>plication is closed, 
when the user selects a new or saved edit list to work • 
on, and the synthesized clips not in use should be 
deleted when more space is needed on the dis.k to store 
an incoming clip. 



The Mini Manager 112 has two functions, (1) creating 
and deleting the physical files for digitized video on 
the hard disk and (2) translating between a source 
identifier and a data file. 

The foregoing teaching of Crane et ai. only concerns deletion of 

clipc from the disk (which is used to narhe clips during the 

editing process) and not from the source videotape and, moreover; 

does not concern whether the original source clips are deleted. 

Grane et al. do not teach that clips not included in an edited 

visual recording are '•e[is*;;ttJLa[ed] . . . that the discarded parts 

of the visual recording ^-r^ nr> longer stored on a data storage 

medium '^ (emphasis added), as recited in Claim 1, In fact, Crane 

et al. indicate the contrary: Crane et al . teach, at column 2, 

lines 40-42 of the Crane et al- patent, that "[t]he original 

taped material is always available by means of taps recorders 

connected to and controlled by the computer system" and, at 

column 2, lines 47-49 of the Crane et al. patent, that *'the 

original video information is accessible at all times from the 

tapes which as discussed above are KwpL on video tape recorders 

conn^ntP.d to the computer." Nor do Crane, et al* make obvious a 

step of discarding parts of a visual recording as recited in 

Claim 1 , since such step would not be useful in serving the 
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purpose Of the Crane et al. invention (which is to facilitate the 
video editing process) and since Crane et al., in fact, teach 
away f roro such step (as Uiacussed above) . 

For the foregoing reasons. Claim 1 is allowable over the 
teaching of Crane et al . Claims 2-4, 10 and 17 each depend on 
Claim 1, either directly or indirectly, and are therefore 
allowable as dependent on an allowable claim. 

In view of the foregoing, it is requested that thA rejection 
of Claims 1-4, 10 and 17 under 35 U.S.C. § 102 be withdrawn. 

Rejection of Claims under 35 U.S.C, S 103 

In the Office Action, claims 11, 16 dnJ 19 were rejected 
unde-r .'^S 11-55. C- §103 as unpatentable over Crane et al. (U.S, 
Patent No, 6,201,924) in view of Dimitrova et al. (U.S. Patent 
Application Publication No, 2004/0085340). 

Claims 11, 16 and 19 each depend indirectly on Claim 1 and 
therefore include the limitations of that claim. As discussed 
above; Crane et al. do not teach or make obvious a method for 
editing a visual recording stored on a data storage medium as 
recited in Claim 1 . It has not been contended that Dimitrova et 
al. teach or make obvious, alone or in combination with the 
teaching of Crane et al., all of the aspects of the method of 
Claim 1 not taught or made obvious by the teaching of Crane et 
al., and it appears that Dimitrova et al. do not. Thus, 
Claims 11, 16 and 19 are allowable over the combined teaching of 
Crane et al . and Dimitrova et al . 
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In the Office Action, Claims 13r 18 and 20-22 were rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as unpatentable over Crane et al- (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,201,024) in view of Cabasson et al . (U.S. Patent 
NO. 6,956,904). 

Claims 13, 18 and 20-22 each depend indirectly on Claim 1 
and therefore include the limitations of that claim. As 
discussed above, crane et al. do not teach or nicike ubviuu::> a 
method fox editing a visual recording stored on a data storage 
medium as recited in Claim 1 . It has not been contended that 
Cabasson et al- teach or make obvious, alone or in combination 
with the teaching of Crane et al . , all of the aspects of the 
mtsLliua of Claim 1 not taught or made obvioue by the teaching of 
Crane et al., and it appears that Cabasson et al* do not. Thus, 
Claims 13, 18 and 20-22 are allowable, over the combined teaching 
of Crane et al. and Cabasson et al. 

In the Office Action, Claim 7 was rejected 
under 35 rj.S-C. § 10.1 as unpatentable over Crane et al. (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,201,924) in view of Hua et al. (U.S. Patent 
No. 7,127,120), 

Claim 7 depends indirectly on Claim 1 and therefore includes 
Lli« limitations of that claim. As diocuSGcd above, Crane et al . 
do not teach or make obvious a method for editing a visual 
recording stored on a data storage medium as recited in Claim 1 . 
It has not been contended that Hua et al. teach or make obvious, 
alone or in combination with the teaching of Crane et al., all oC 
the aspects of the method of nlaim 1 not taught or made obvious 
by the teaching of Crane et al - , and it app<2sars that Hua et al. 
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do not. ThuS; Claim 7 is allowable over the combined teaching of 
Crane et al- and Hua et al. 

In the Office Action, Claims 12 and 14. wp.rft rejected 
under 35 U.S.C- § 103 as unpatentable over Crane et al. {U.S. 
Patent No. 6,201,924) in view of Nakamura et al- (U.S. Patent 
Application Publication No. 2003/0187919). 

Claims 1 1 and 1 4 each depend indirectly un Claim 1 and 
therefore include tbA limitations of that claim. As discussed 
above r Crane et al- do not teach or make obvious a method for 
editing a visual recording stored on a data storage medium as 
recited in Claim 1 - It has not been contended that Nakamura et 
clI. Leach or make obvious, alone or in combination with the 
teaching of Crane et al., all of the aspects of the method of 
Claim 1 not taught or made obvious by the teaching of Crane et 
al-, and it appears that Nakamura et al. do not- Thus, Claims 12 
and 14 are allowable over the combinea teaching of Crane el <*!. 
and Nakamura et al , 

In the Office Action, Claims 3, 6, 8, 9, 18 and 23 were 
rejected under 35 U*S-C. § 103 as unpatentable over Crane et al. 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,201,924) in view of Shimazaki et al. (U.S. 
PateiiL NO. 6, 160,950) - 

Claims 5, 6, 8, 9, 18 and 25 each depend, either directly or 
indirectly, on Claim 1 and therefore include the limitations of 
that claim. As discussed above, Crane et al- do not teach or 
make obvious a method for editing a visual recording stored ua a 
data storage medium as recit.Pd in Claim 1, It has not been 
contended that shimazaki et al. teacn or make obvious, alone or 
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in combination with the teaching of Cran© et al,, all of the 
aspects of the method of Claim 1 not taught or made obvious by 
tne teaching ul Cratne et al., and it appears that Shimaaaki et 
al. do not. Thus, Claims 5, 6, 8, 9, 18 and 25 are allowable 
over the* combined teaching of Crane et al. and Shimazaki et al. 

In the office Action, Claim 23 was rejected 
under 35 U.S*C- § 103 as unpatentable over Crane et al. (U.S. 
Potent No. 6,201,924) in view o£ Nishi et al . (U.S. Patent 
NO. 6,681 ,395) - 

Claim 23 depends directly on Claim 1 and therefore includes 
the limitations of that claim. As discussed above, Crane et al. 
do not teach or make obvious a metliod Cos: editing a visual 
recording stored on a data storage medium as recited in Claim K 
It has not been contended that Nishi et al, teach of make 
obvious, alone or in combination with the teaching of Crane et 
al./ all of the aspects of the method of Claim 1 not taught or 
made obvious by tho teaching of Crane et al . , and -i h appears that 
Nishi et al. do not. Thus, Claim 23 is allowable over the 
combined teaching of Crane et al- and Nishi et al. ' 

In the Office Action, Claim 24 was rejected 
under '65 U.S.C. § 103 as unpatentable over Crane et al- (U.S. 
P^itp.nh No. 6,201,924) in view of Nishi et al. (U.S. Patent 
No. 6,681,395) and Shimazaki et al. (U.S. Patent NO. 6,160,950). 

Claim 24 depends indirectly on Claim 1 and therefore 
includes the limitations of that claim. As discussed' above, 
Crane et al. do not teach or make obvious a method for ednting a 
visual recording stored on a data storage medium as recited in 
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Claim 1. It has not been contended that Nishi et al, and/or 
Shitnazaki et al. teach or make obvious, alone ; together or in any 
combination with the teaching o£ Crano et al • , all of the aspects 
of the method of Claim 1 not taught or made obvious by the 
teaching of Crane et al., and it appears that they do not. Thus, 
Claim 24 is allowable over the combined teaching of Crane et al,, 
Nishi et al. and Shimazaki et al* 

In the Office Action, Claim 15 was rftjftcted 
under 35 U-S.C. § 103 as unpatentable over Crane et al. (U.S- 
Patent No. 6,201,924) in view of Dimitrova et al. (U.S. Patent 
No. 6,100,941). 

Claim 15 depends indirtjtjUly on Claim 1 and therefore 
■Includes the limitations of that claim. As discussed above. 
Crane et al. do not teach or make obvious a method for editing a 
visual recording stored on a data storage medium as recited in 
Claim 1. It has not been contended that Dimitrova et al. teauh 
or make obvious, alono or in combinist/ion with the teaching of 
Crane et al., all of the aspects of the method of Claim 1 not 
taught or made obvious by the teaching of Crane et al., and it 
appears that Dimitrova et al. do not. Thus, Claim 15 is 
allowable over the combiiKsd Leaching o£ Crane et al. and 

D-imitrova et al. 

In the Office Action, Claim 26 was rejected 
under 35 U-S.C, § 103 as unpatentable over Crane et al. (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,201,924) in view of the taking of Official Notlce. 
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Claim 26 depends directly on Claim 1 and therefore includes 
the limitations of that claim. As discussed above, Crane et al. 
do not teach or make ubvious a method for editing a visual 
recording stnred on a data storage medium as recited in Claim 1 . 
It has not been contended that the taking of Official Notice 
teaches or makes obvious, alone or in combination with the 
teaching of Crane et al . , all of the aspects of the method of 
Claim 1 not taught or mad© obvious by the teanhing of Crane et 
al., and it does not. Thus, Claim 26 is allowable over the 
combined teaching of Crane et al- and the taking of Official 
Notice. 

In view ot the foregoing, it i» isquested that the rejection 
o£ Claims fi-9, 11-16 and 18-26 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 be 
withdrawn. 

New Claims 

Claims 52-72 have boon added. 

Support for Claims 52 and 53 can.be found in Applicants' 
specification at, for example, page 64, lines 11-15. Support for 
Claims 54-56 can be found in Applicants' specification at, for 
example, page 61, lines 21-26. Support for claim 57 can be found 
in Applic^ints' specification at, for example, page 17, lines 20- 
23. Support for Claims 58-61 can be found in Applicants' 
specification at, for example, page 51, lines 17-27. Support for 
Claims 52-63 can be found in Applicants' specification at, for 
example, page 54, lines 29 35. Support for Claims 64-67 can be 
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found in Applicants' specification at, for example, page 48, 
line 7 to page 49, line 3. 

Claims 52-67 each depend, directly or indirectly, on Claim 1 
and are hbRrefore allowable as dependent on an allowable claim. 

Support for Claim 68 can be found in Applicants' 
specification at, for example, page 7, lines 5-9 and in Claim 1 
as filed. Support for Claim 69 can be found in Applicants' 
specification at, for example, page 51, line 6, to page SJt, 
line 3. Support for Claims 70 and 71 can be found in Applicants' 
specification at, for example, page 64, lines 11-15. 

Claim 68 recites an apparatus for editing a visual recording 
stored on a data storage medium having limitaCiyns similar to 
those of Claim 1. Thus, Claim 68 is allowable for at least the 
reasons given above with respect to Claim 1 . Claims 69-71 each 
depend, directly or indirectly, on Claim 68 and are therefore 
allowable as dependent on an allowable claim. 

Support for Cloim 72 can be found in Applicants' 
specification at, for example, page 7, lines 5-9 and in Claim 1 
as filed. 

Claim 72 recites computer readable roedi(a) encoded with 
computer program(s) and/or data structure (s) Coj: editing for 
editing a visual rftr.ording stored on a data storage medium having 
limitations similar to those of Claim 1. Thus, Claim 72 is 
allowable for at least the reasons given above with respect to 
Claim 1 . 



- 39 - 

PAGE42I43' RCVD AT mUM 10:41:22 PM [Eastern Daylight Time]* SVRiUSPTOf FXRF-6/4a* DNiS:2738300* CSlD:40894j9912* DURATION (miii-$s):12-l)4 



06/20/2808 19:50 4089459912 



DAVID R. GRAHAM 



PAGE 43/43 



Claims 1-51 were pending. Claims 27-bi were withdrawn. 
Claims 1-26 wore rejected. Claims 77-.S1 have been canceled. 
Claims 52-72 have been added, in view of the foregoing, it is 
requested that Claims 1-26 and 52-72 be allowed. If the Examiner 
wants to discuss any aspect of this application, the Examiner is 
invited to telephone Applicants' undex»iyiied attorney 
at (408) 945-991 

I hereby certify that th-is correspondence Is being Respectfully submitted, 

transmitted via facsimile to the U.S. Patent and fh / 
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